oy
=3

A E Ao dig GFRP

BREXENSEERIE, A103, A1z, 47-54, 2007.2
J. Korean Society of Industrial Application, Vol.10, No.1, 47-54, Feb, 2007

u]_tl-_)]-_,] T F }\]ﬂzﬂ —]]}ﬂ

Reliability Analysis on GFRP Bridge Decks
for Target Reliability
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<Abstract>

Bridge decks are one of the main structural components
that are most suitable for utilizing the advantages of FRP
materials due to the high strength weight ratio of FRP
materials. Design codes for the design of FRP bridge decks
should be established to apply FRP materials for bridge
decks effectively. At present, design codes are relatively

the
in concrete

well established for
reinforcements

use of FRP materials as
structures. However, design

codes have not yet been provided for the structures made
of FRP as a main construction material. In this study, for
the purpose of preparing design code provisions, reliability
analyses were performed to evaluate target level of safety

and serviceability on GFRP decks.

Based on the results,

several guidelines for the development of design codes are

suggested.

Keywords : FRP, bridge deck, reliability analysis design criteria,
target reliability index
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Table 1. Statistical Data on Material Properties
Parallel with Fibers
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